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Handouts:

GROUP (MCMG) MEETING

AGENDA
Wednesday, December 14, 2005

Room: Council Work Room (2™ Floor), City Hall, 301 King Street
7:00 P.M.

INTRODUCTION OF MCMG MEMBERS AND ATTENDEES
STATUS OVERVIEW
William Skrabak, Chief, Div. Of Environmental Quality, T&ES,

Ignacio Pessoa, City Attorney

MIRANT ISSUES AND UPDATES :

. LEGAL
. FERC
. FAA

Ignacio Pessoa, City Attorney

MIRANT’S FACILITY OPERATIONSS:

+  EXISTING OPERATIONAL STATUS

+« TRONA TESTING

s FUTURE OPERATIONAL STATUS

William Skrabak, T&ES and Mike Dowd, Enforcement Manager, VADEQ

DISCUSSION: MCMG MEMBERS

MEETING ADJOURNED

Issues Tracking Matrix

Recent Correspondence with VA Department of Environmental Quality and News

Articles




Handout

1. and 2.
Letter from Mirant to VADEQ dated 12/9/2005 and 12/7/2005 requesting Unit #1 operation 24
hrs. a day.

3.
Leiter from Mirant to VADEQ dated 11/16/2005 informing VADEQ of Lower Sulfur coal use

4.
Trona Testing Schedule

5.
VADEQ approval to Mirant for testing Trona

6.
City’s Concerns to VADEQ regarding revised Trona testing protocols

7
VADEQ’s letter to Mirant Re: Initial Trona Proposal by Mirant dated 10/27/2005

8
City letter to VADEQ re: Inital Trona Proposal by Mirant dated 10/24/2005

9.
Initial Trona Proposal by Mirant to VADEQ dated 10/14/05
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December 9, 2005 MIRANT

Rebert G. Burnley, Director

Commonwealth of Virginia Department of Environmental Quality
629 East Main Street

Richmond, Virginia 22319

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality:
Order by Consent Issued to Mirant Potomac River, LLC

Dear Mr. Burnley,

Enclosed is Update #2 to “A Dispersion Modeling Analysis of Downwash from Mirant's
Potomac River Power Plant,” which Mirant Potomac River, LLC (“Mirant™) is providing you in
accordance with our December 7, 2005 proposal for enhanced operation of Unit T with reduced
SOZ emissions. in the letter, Mirant proposed to operate Unit I using Trona injection and lower
sulfur coal to manage SO2 emissions and subject to the SO2 tons-per-day emission cap of 7.4
tons per calendar day, but unconstrained as to hours of operation and unit output. The enclosed
Update #2 demonstrates that Unit | operating at full load 24 hrs a day with a 30% SO2 reduction
from trona injection results in ambient air concentrations that are better than the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards for SO2, PM10, and NO2. Because the modeling does not
replicate how Mirant will actually operate the plant (the actual toad varies over a given 24 hour
period), but rather takes a snapshot of a particular load over a 24 hour period, Mirant will operate
the plant subject to both the 7.4 tons per day cap and a volling 24-hour rate limit of 0.89 /mmBiu
at all foads so as to assure that there is no modeled exceedance even in a hypothetical scenario.

Thunk you for vour attention to these matters. Please let us know if you need any
further information.

Sincerely,

A A o
: %i;f\) g /(' [

Lisa D. Johnson
President, Mirant Potomac River, LLC

ce: Deborah Jennings, Esq.






Mirant Potomac River, L1.C
Alexandria, VA

Update 2 to:

A Dispersion Modeling Analysis
of Downwash from Mirant’s
Potomac River Power Plant

Modeling Unit 1 Emissions at
Maximum and Minimum Loads

ENSR Corporation
December 8, 2005
Document Number 10350-002-410 (Update 2)
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report describes AERMOD modeling resulls performed for Unit 1 at Mirant’s Potormnac Hiver
Generating Station. The purpose of these runs was to demonstrate that operation of Unit 1 for 24
hours a day at loads from 35 MW to 88 MW with the use of trona o reduce SO, emissions will not
cause or contribirte to modeled exceedances of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).
Mirant proposes 1o use trena on an as needed basis t© limit SO, emissions 1o less than 0.89 Ib/AMMBt
and 14,800 Ib/cay, whichever is more stringent,

Section 2 of this report presents the stack and emission parameters included in the modeling. Saction
3 presents modeling results and conclusions.

1-1 Uecamber, 2605



2.0 MODEL INPUTS

The current modeling presented in this report is based on SO, emissions from Unit 1 at maximum
output (88 MW) of 616.7 Ib/hr. This emission rate is based on the Update # 1 emission cap of 14,800
lo/day {14,800 Ib/day x 1 day/24 hr = 616.7 /). The current coal averages 1.2 [b/MNBiu while the
current permit limit is 1.52 b SO/MMBtu. Compliance with the emission cap at maximum output wil
be achieved by using trora injection. If the Unit 1 is operated at fuil joad for 24 hours, Mirant will
comply with an emission cap of 14,800 ib/day by limiting SO, amissions to 0.586 [b/MMBtu.

Mirant is proposing to limit SO, emissions to 0.89 Ib/MMBtu or 14,800 Ib/day, whichever is more
stringent. At the minimum load of 35 MW, 0.89 lo/MMBtu is the more stringent limit. At 35 MW, the
heat rate is 14,000 BtwkWh. Therefore, the modeled SO, emission rate at minimum load is 436.2 ih/hy
(35 MW x 1,000 KW/MW x 14,000 Btu/kWh x 1 MMBtW/1,000,000 Btu x 0.890 b/MMBtu= 436.2 b/hr).
Compliance will be achieved by using trona injection.

Stack PMy,; emissions are identical to the maximum load rates used in the September 2005 Update #1
report, which were 63.2 Ib/hr,  Fugitive emission sources are also identica to the Update #1 report,
which were set to 20% of what they are when the plant is operating at maximum output. Fugitive PMg
emissions from the coal pile ware not reduced.

NOx emissions are identical to the maximum joad rates used in the original August 2005 report, which
were 473.9 ib/hr at 3 rate of 0.45 /MMBtu.

Table 2«1 and Table 2-2 shows the stack and flue gas exit parameters used in modeling Unit 1 stack
emissions and fugitive sources.

Table 2-1 - Stack and Emission Parameters Used in the Modeling

Emissions (g/sec)

Temp (K} Exit Velocity {m/s)

Point Sourca | Helght (m) | Dlameter (m) §0: PMi | NOx

SEMW L 8EMW | 35MW | BBMW | I5MWV | B8MW | S8MW | s8MW

Boiler 1/Stack 1 482 28 442.6 4443 19.0 357 54.56 7y 8.6 587
Fly Ash Silo 336 1.6 283.0 0.1 0.0 8.0 ($R4]
Fiy Ash Sito 338 1.0 23340 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0

Bottom Ash Sile 31.0 10 293.0 0.1 0.0 &.0 0.6

2-1 December, 2005
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Table 2-2 - Mirant Potomac: Fugitive Sources

Size Height P, Existing Emissions

Area Sources

m? m t6/hr ipy g/sec gisec-m’
Ash Loader Upgrade 548 2.0 0.01 £.01 0.661 2.36E-08
Coal Pile Wind Erosion and Dust Suppression 17,6749 4.8 .83 .12 0.118 8.66E-06
Coal Stackout Convevor Dust Suppression 263 8.1 G.61 0.04 0.001 4.38E-06
Coal Hailcar Untoading Dust Suppression 288 1.0 ¢.02 .01 0.603 1.08E.05
Ash trucks on Paved Roads 5,886 1.0 0,12 0.24 0.G15 2.57E-08

Notes:
Coal Pile = 4 acres = 17,879 m®

Modeled height of coal pile = ane haif of average pile heighl = 30 feef x 0.5 = 15 feet (4.6 meters)

Modeled height stackout conveyor dust supression = average height of coal piie (8.1 meters)
Resuspended roadway dust from paved roads: area = 2 x 0.3 miles x 20 feet wide = 5,886 square meters

Desember, 2005
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3.0 MODELING RESULTS

341 Sulfur Dioxide (50;) Modeling Results

Table 3-1 and Table 3-2 presents the results of modeling S0, emissions from Potomac River Unit 1 at
medmum autput (88 MW) and minimum output (35MW), respectively. Highest second highsst 3-hour
and 24-hour impacts and highest annual average impacts for each year are presented in the tables.
The modeled impacts are added to a monitored background value of 51 pg/m®, as used in the
September 2005 Update #1 report.

Maximum Load Resuits

As shown in Table 3-1, the highest second highest 3-hour average SO; concentration is 783.8 pg/im®.
This concentration is below the 1,300 pg/m® 3-hour NAAQS standard. The highest second highest 24-
hour average concentration is 268.9 pg/m°. This concentration is below the 365 pg/m® 24-hour
NAAQS standard. The highest annual average SO, concentration is 41.6 pg/m°, which is also below
the 80 pg/m® annual NAAQS.

Minimum Load Results

As shown in Table 3-2, the highest second highest 3-hour average SO, concentration is 813.8 pg/m®.
This concentration is beiow the 1,300 ug/m® 3-hour NAAQS standard. The highest second highest 24-
hour average concentration is 364 pg/m®. This concentration is beiow the 365 pg/m® 24-hour NAAQS
standard. The highest annua! average SO, concentration is 64.3 pg/m°, which is also below the 80
pg/m® annual NAAQS.

3.2 PMy Results

Table 3-3 presents the results of modeling PM;, emissions from Unit 1 stack plus all other non-
combustion sources at the Potomac River Generating Station.  The highest second highest 24-hour
average concentration is 100.3 pg/m®, which is below the 150 pg/m® 24-hour NAAQS standard. The
highest annual average concentration of 33.0 pg/m® is below the 50 pg/m® annual NAAQS.

3-1 Decomber, 2005
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3.3 Nitrogen Oxides (as NO.) Results

Table 3-4 presents the resuits of modeling Unit ¢ NOx emissions at maximum oulpuf. The highest
predicted annua! NO; concentration of 63.8 pg/mSis below the 100 pg/m® annual NAAQS standard.

3.4 Conclusions

The AERMOD modeling results demonstrate that operation of Unit 1 at foads from 35 MW 1o 88 MW
on a continuous basis with SO, emissions limited to 14,800 Ib/day or 0.89 Ib/MMBiL, whichever is
more stringent, will not cause or contribute to modeled exceedances of the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards {NAAQS) for SO, PMq, and NO,.

Update # 1 showed that Unit 1 could be operated on a cycling basis at an S0, emission rate of 1.20
Ib/MMBtu without causing or contributing to modeled exceadances of the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) for SOp, PMyg, and NO,.  Therefare, Update #1 also demonstrates that Unit 1 can
be operated on a cycling or intermittent basis at 0.8 Ib/MMBtu, without causing or contributing to
modeled exceedances of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for SO, PMy,, and
NG:..

The net result of Update 1 and Update 2 demonstrate that Unit 1 can be operated at continuous or
intermittent loads in the 35 MW to 88 MW range with SO, emissions limited to no more than 0.89
Ib/MMBIU and 14,800 b/day without causing or contributing to modeled exceedances of the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for SO,, PM.,, and NQ,

3-2 December, 2605
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December 7, 2005 MIRANT
Robert G. Burnley, Director

Commeonwealth of Virginia Department of Environmental Quality

629 East Main Strect

Richmond, Virginia 22319

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality:
Order by Consent Issued to Mirant Potomac River, LLC

Dear Mr. Bumley,

By this letter, Mirant Potomac River, LLC (“Mirant™) is providing you (1) & status report
of activities undertaken during the period of December 2 — December 7 in fartherance of our
cfforts to eliminate and prevent the modeled National Ambient Alr Quality Standards
(“NAAQS") excecdances described in the modeling analysis filed with the Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) on August 19, 2003, (2) a summary of the results achieved in the
recent testing of Trona injection and use of lower sulfur coal at Unit 1 as a means of reducing
SO2 cmissions, and (3) a proposal for enhanced operation of Unit 1 with reduced SO2 emissions.

Status Report. As described in my letter dated December 1, 20035, to Michael Dowd, on.
November 23, 2005 Mirant commenced use of lower sulfur coal for operations at Unit 1, while
conliuing to follow the operational Jimitations described in our letter to DEQ dated September
20, 2005 related to resumption of operations at Unit 1, From November 23 through 28, 2005
Mirant included a lower sulfur coal at a blend of approximately 33% Colombian coal / 67%
Central Appalachian coal. Beginning on December 1, 2005 Mirant used a fuel blend of
approximately 67% Colombian coal / 33% Central Appalachian coal. We expect to begin use of
100% Colombian coal as fuel for Unit I operations on or around December 8, 2005. Throughout
the testing of lower sulfur coal, Mirant has followed the operational limitations described in the-
September 20, 2005 correspondence. The lower sulfur Colombian coal has a sulfur content of
less than 1.0# SO2/mmbtn as compared to current coal, which averages 1.2 # SO2/mmbtu, as
more particularly described to you in our letter of November 16, 2005,

Upon completion of the testing of lower sulfur coal, Mirant plans to test the combined
benefits of Trona injection, while burning the lower sulfur coal. We anticipate that the combined
Trona and coal testing will begin on or around December 14 and will require 2 -3 days to
complete.
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Trona Test Results. Mirant conducted Trona testing on November 11 - 18, 2005 and
WNovamber 21 — 22, 2005 in accordance with the Trona Test Plan submitted to DEQ on October
14, 2005, The testing was conducted at a range of operating profiles, from minimum load to full
load, and using various rates of Trona injection. The reduction of SO2 fror Unit 1 emissions
under the various test conditions ranged from 20% to 80%. We believe that the testing indicates
that Trona injection can be used to achieve a reduction of SO2 emissions continucusly and on a
sustarnable basis of 60% - 70%. Nonetheless, because these resuits were achieved over a
relatively short period of time, Mirant wishes to monitor and record SO2 emission reductions
through Trona injection over a longer period of time to fully support the SO2 reductions
achieved.

Lower Sulfur Coal Test Results. Although testing of the use of lower sulfur coal is not
completed, preliminary results indicate that SO2 emissions can be reduced by 10% — 25% using
coal that bas similar properties to the Colombian coal used in the lower sulfur coal testing.

Combined Effects of Trona Injection and Use of Lower Sulfur Coal. Mirant will not
have a confirmed assessment of the combined benefits of Trona injection and use of lower sulfur
coal until testing of the combined benefits, as described above, has been completed.

Particulate Test Results. Mirant has not yet received the test results for the particulate
testing performed by General Electric under baseling conditions and with Trona injection, We
expect the results this week and will forward the results to DEQ promiptly after receipt.

Proposed Plan for Expanded Operation of Unit 1. As you are aware, in accordance with
Mirant’s letter of September 20, 2003, we resumed generating electricity on a limited basis with
the operation of Unit 1 subject to the operating limitations of (1) a 24-hour §O2 tons-per-day
emissions cap of 7.4 tons per calendar day, and (2) no generation between the hours of 10:00 pm
and 5:00 am. The typical operating profile of Unit 1 with the above limitations allows for up to
16 hours of generation per calendar day, with up to 8 hours at ful] capacity (88 MW) and 8 or
moore hours at minimum capacity (35 MW). With the September 20, 2003, letter, Mirant
submitted Update #1 to “A Dispersion Modeling Analysis of Downwash from Mirant’s Potomac
River Power Plant,” which demonstrates that Unit 1 operating in the mode described above
results in ambicnt air concenirations that are better than the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards for SO2, PM10, and NO2, and more than ensures protection of hurnan health and the
environment surrounding the Power Plant.

Mirant now proposes to operate Unit 1 using Trona injection or lower sulfur coal to
manage $O2 cmissions, subject to the SO2 emission cap of 7.4 tons per calendar day, but
unconstrained as to hours of operation. By separate transmittal, Mirant will send DEQ Update
#2 to “A Dispersion Modeling Analysis of Downwash from Mirant’s Potomac River Power
Plant,” which demonstrates that Unit 1 operating at full load 24 hours per day with a 30%
reduction in SO2 emissions results in ambient air concentrations that are better than the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards for SOZ, PM10, and NO2Z. The corresponding daily SO2
emission cap for this modeled operating scenario would be 10.6 tons per day. Since Unit 1 will
not operate at full load every hour of each day, and to stmplify and expedite review, Mirant is not
proposing to modify the daily SO2 emissions cap at this time even though the daily cap of 7.4
tons/day is more restrictive than the modeling indicates is nesded. As a result, Update #2 is very
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similar to Update #1 ~ the only differences relate to removing constraints on hours of operation
in a 24 hour period and constraints on hours of operation at full load.

Similarly, 1o expedite review of this proposal, Update #2 uses the same assumption about
the plant’s contribution to background concentrations of SO2 as was made in Update #1. That is,
a background ambient air concentration of 51 pg/m® 802 was used to caloulate total 24 hr $02
impacts in the modeling. Mirant’s future proposals will use a lower, more realistic measure of
the plant’s contribution to background SO2 concentrations than the value used in Update #1 and
Update #2. The background SO2 value to be used for future model runs is 36 },ibfm which was
derived by ENSR. For your reference, enclosed is a copy of the memo dated October 24, 2005,
from ENSR which was provided to DEQ and EPA, describing the methodology for aeteu‘mmng
a more realistic value for the plant’s contribution to background SOZ concentrations.

Mirant’s proposal is to begin operating Unit 1 in the manner deseribed above on or
around December 14, 2005, and we ask that you respond to this request by that date. The
similarity between the modeling supporting Update #1 and the modeling supporting Update #2,
should allow for an expedited review. We request expedited review because there are cold
weather impacts related to the hours-constrained operation of Unit 1 that should be addressed
promptly to support the contribution the Unit is now able to make to the electric system
reliability, The plant uses steam extracted from the turbines for building heating. Under the
current cold weather conditions, equipment in the plant is in danger of freezing during the eight
hour period each night when the entire stalion is shutdown, especially the four units which have
not run since August. Sustained temperatures below freezing can cause damage to the
cquipment as well as extend the start-up times for both daily resumption of power at Unit 1 and
extraordinary resumption of power during an emergency. Allowing Mirant to operate Unit 1
without constraints on hours of operation (but with SO2 emission constraints) will allow Mirant
to keep Unit | and the plant warm

Thank you for your attention io thesc matters. Please let us know if you need any further
information.

Sincerely,

Lisa I). Johnson
President, Mirant Potomac River, LLC

ec: Deborah Jennings, Esq.
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Michael G. Dowd

Commonwealth of Virginia Department of Environmental Quality
629 East Main Street

Richmond, Virginia 22319

MNovember 16, 2005

Mirant Potomac River: Use of Lower Sulfur Coal

Dear Mr. Dowd:

As you are aware, In accordance with its letter of September 20, 2003, Mirant Potomac River, LLC
(“Mirant”) resumed generating electricity on a limited basis with the operation of Unit 1 subject to the operating
limitations of (1) a 24-hour SO2 tons-per-day emissions cap of 7.4 tons per calendar day, and (2) no generation
between the hours of 16:00 pm and 3:00 am. The typical operating profile of Unit 1 with the above limitations
allows for up to 16 hours of generation per calendar day, with up to 8 hours at full capacity (88 MW) and 8 or
more hours at minimum capacity (35 MW).

As you aiso know, Mirant is currently testing trona to document the effects of this chemical’s reduction
capability on sulfur emissions.

Mirant wishes to inform you that upon completion of the trona testing, Mirant will include in its
operation of Unit 1 the use of a lower sulfur coal which has a sulfur content of less than 1.0%# SO2/mmbtu as
compared to current coal, which averages 1.2 # SO2/mmbtu. The new coal’s ash content is consistent with the
coal typically used at the plant, however the product has somewhat higher moisture, as well as lower heating
value and ash fusion temperature relative to current coal. These different characteristics warrant a careful
evaluation under actual operating conditions so that Mirant can fully apprecizte any operating ramifications.

Mirant wili operate Unit # 1 with lower sulfur coal under the Hmitations described in the September 20
letter and summarized above. Operating Unit 1 within these limitations resulis in modeled ambient air
concentrations that are better than the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for SO2, PM10, and NO2,
Moreover, the SO2 daily emission cap will continue to limit operations such that, regardless of the performance
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of the lower suliur coal, SO2 emissions will not cause exceedances of the ambient air quality standards.
Operation with the lower sulfur coal on Unit 1 will allow Mirant 1o ascertain the actual SO2 reduction that can
be achieved with this fuel typeiblend while continuing to provide for ambient 2ir concentrations that are better
than the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for SO2. The coal evaluation will take approximately 1 to 2
weeks to complete.

Upon completion of the lower sulfir coal evaluation, Mirant plans to test the combined benefits of trona
iyjection while buming the lower sulfur coal. The rona‘lower sulfur coal test is expected to last 2-3 days.

Mirant continues to work diligently towards the goal of resolving the ambient air quality issues in the
vicinity of the Potomac River power plant, returning the plant to full service and restoring electric reliability in
the region to acceplable levels. We remain committed to working cooperatively with DEQ to resolve this
matter.

Please call me with any questions or comments.

Sincerely,
;-

Lisa D. Johnson
President, Mirant Potomac River, LLC

cc: «Deborah Jenmings, Esq™
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“Stumpf, Mike A" "erica.bannerman@aiexandriava.gav"
<mike.stempl@mirant.com> To <‘erica.bamerman@aiexaﬁdriava‘gov‘>,

. "debaits@deq.virginia.gsv" <'debatts@dec;.virginia.gov‘>,
11/22/2005 05:16 PM °t jiman, Ronald R." <ronald ulman@mirant.com>, *Rogan,

cc Byers” <pyers rogen@mnirant.com>, “tatthews, David G."
<david.matthews@mirant.com>, “Knight, Debra L.*
bee

Subject potomac River Testing Status - Update

POTOMAC RIVER TEST PLAN UPDATED: Tuesday, 11/2 2 /05 5:15 PM

Fri. 11/11 1 2:00 pm  Gas RATA. COMPLETE
Sat. 11/12 2 2:00 pm Method 201A/202 Particulate test. COMPLETE

Sun. 11/13 3 8:00 am MiD-load trona test. incomplete set of data - feeder problems.

Mon. 11114 4 9:30 am LOW-load trona test. COMPLETE.

Tue. 11115 5 12:00 pm  Notesis completed. Injector nozzle orientation problem
identified.

Wed. 11/16 g 800am High-load trona test, COMPLETE.

Thu. 1117 7 8:00 am Low-load repeats, then High-Load Method 201A/202 PM test
with trona (1 run compl)

Fri. 11/18 8 1:00 pm  Finished last 5 runs of High-Load Method 201A/202 PM tests
with trona

Mor. 11/21 g 12:00 pm Completed 35 mw & 85 mw & commencing 80 mws {1700-
1900) witrona

Tue. 11122 10 3.00 pm Comptleted 65 mw & commencing 90 mws {1 800-2000 hrs)
wiirona

Trona testing will be complete tonight.
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"Dowd, Michael" To <William skrabak@alexandriava.gov>,
<mgdowd@deq.virginia.gov> <laiit.sharma@alexandriava.gov>
11/08/2005 08:25 AM cc ‘
bee
VAT, i + A H ¥
Subject FW: Mirant Potomac River Unit 1 Test Protocols and
Schedule

Michael G. Dowd

Air Enforcement Manager

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality
625% E. Main Street

Richmond, VA 23240-0009

Phone: 804.698.4284

Fax: B04.698.4277

mgdowd@deq.virginia.gov

~~~~~ Original Message-----

From: Adams,Frank

Sent: Tuesday, November 08, 2005 7:12 AM

To: 'Cramer, David §,!

Cc: Batts,Dennisg; Hartshorn,Pavid; Dowd,Michael; Steers,Jeffery
Subject: RE: Mirant Potomac River Unit 1 Test Protocols and Schedule

David,

DEQ staff has reviewed the testing protocols for the proposed testing on Unictc
#1. With regards to the boiler load rate during the RATA, DEQ staff concur
that the provisions of §6.5.2.1 of 40 CFR 75, Appendix A, allow the RATA to be
performed at the most frequent load demonstrated during the previous 4
quarters. The remaining information, presented in the protocols, appears to
be complete and indicates that testing will be performed in accordance with
EPA reference test methods. Therefore, this email shall serve as notice that
DEQ has approved the test protocols and Mirant is authorized to conduct the
testing as proposed.

DEQ staff from the Northern Virginia Regional Office (NVRO) will be on-site to
observe the emissions testing and boiler operating parameters. DEQ staff must
be notified, in advance, of any scheduling changes to the testing protocol.
Your point of contact for this matter is Dennis Batts at {703) 583-3831, or
Dave Hartshorn at {703} 583-3895.

Should you have guestion concerning this approval, please do not hesitate to
contact my office.

Frank Adams

Manager, Office of Air Compliance
VA. DEQ

P.0O. Box 10009

Richmond, VA 23240

{804) 698-4403-voice

{804} 698-43510-Fax
fhadams@deq.virginia.gov
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Te mgdowd@deq virginia.gov
kimcbea@deq.virginia.gov, jasteers@deq.virginia.gov,
rgburnley@deq.virginia.gov, Rich Baler/alex@Alex, Ignacia
Pessoa/Alex@Alex, Willlam Skrabak/Alex@Alex, Erica
Banpnerman/Alex@ALEX, Jim Hartmann/Alex@Alex
Subject Mirant-Potomac Unit 1 test protocols - City Concerns

Mike:
The City has reviewed the copy of Mirant's revised proposal and has several
still unaddressed concerns. Following are potential problems with the
seguencing and sufficiency of Mirant's RATA and trona testing procedures.
These problems may have

significant bearing on how well we can answer the guestions of 1) how PMIC
emissicon rates increase with the use of trona, 2) the effectiveness of the
£3Ps in controlling PMLI0 for baseline and trona injection and for the full

foor
s

toad of ceprational conditions, and 3) quantifyinﬂ the baseline PM10O
emission rates for the current operational scepario for Unit 1.

The planned testing procedures should be remedied as described her

1! the seguence of the test plan should be changed 50 that the [lowraie RATEA
is performed before the trona and baseline PMiI0 and 302 tests. What if tne
fiowrate RATA, planned now to occur after all of the other tests, shows a
poor result? That would then reguire the complete re-testing of baseline and
trona intection conditions, which will be flowrate-pased. While Mirant
svartes that the flowrate RATA occurs from the same test ports as the Method
201A and 202 test ports and therefore cannot occur simultaneocusly, there is
no apparent reason why Day's 2 current test of baseline PM1O cannct be
delayed until after the flowrate RATA occcurs;

not clear why Mirant is performing RATA tests under low lead
ng only, a&s the test plan matrix describes. While the S0Z RA
a load range, Mirant's cover letter con“radlcts that by st
y a low load RATA will be performed. 502, NOx, COZ and flowra
nould also be performed under mid and full load instead of con
load as Mirant proposes;
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Lay 3 and 4 of the test matrix) should be expanded To include
min and mid loads, instead of testing trona's impact on
icad conditions only as currently planned;
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sting using Methods 2012 and 202 to determine PM10 emissions should
peints both upstream and downstream of the ESP, instead of only at
tream end as Mirant proposes. These data areée necessary to determine
ency of the ESPs to control PMI0., Mirant's test plan for trona
e~ESPF and post-ESP testing for S0Z for the purposes of

trona distribution and performance." However, as egually

is the need to test pre-ESP and post-ESP levels of PMIC during the
ests. It might be important to note that the only apparent means of
;cring the ESP's operaticnal capability to date has been through

;ty monitoring. However, a lack or presence ci opaclity in the gas stream
vides no basis upon which to make a determination of this unit's control
clency within the ranges that are important te this analysis.
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g} Mirant shou:id provide more detzil fo support the two statements made
within the footnotes of it test plun matrix: a} "the test order may change
depending on the initial test resu is,“ and b} "system testing may also be
conducted between Day 1 and Day 2." What test results does Mirant anticipate
that would warrant changing the test order, and how would the test order
change? What is the nature of the system testing that may be conducted
between Days 1 and 27
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Lalit Sharma, P.E.

Division of Environmental Quality
Transportation and Environmental Services
City of Alexandria

Phone: 703-519-3400 X-164

Fax:  703-519-5941
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Diear Ms, Johnson:

injection testing on Linit 1 of the Potomae River Power Generating Swation (PRPGS;,

The proposal adequately describes the storage, handling and injection system associated
with Trona. For the purposes of this trial, it appears that PRPGS has taken reasonable
precautions o prevent fugitive Trona emissions from becoming airborne.

However, the purpose of this tial is o determine the elicctiveness of Trona for SO2
reduction and to determine the impact of PRPGS™ emissions on National Ambient Aze Quality
Standurds (NAADS), Although the concept of SO reductions with Trona shows promise. there
is & notendial for increased particulate eossions as well,

DG must ensure that all emission testing and data collection for fulure modeling
accurately rellect emissions from the PRPGS facility. Therctore, all testing nust be performed
in sccordance with approved EPA reference methods and observed by DEQ stafll For this
reason the report of stack particulate emissions testing conducted in late September 20035, can not
be accepled as u baseline for particulate emissions. Morzover, total lilteruble particulate (PM) s
o longer a NAAGS standard.




i

{ine ser of 1osis ed without Trona and

masimgn SO0

S HER ]
e vy
1A Sl Deeh

E}z () has oo dats w »:%c:scum :
DTG 4 Ahm (} ‘\-( ){ speciiications established in 40 CF
Sk cour fthe SO CEM b
thod 6 wst or performing <elative %m,ua,u b
may be performed in conjun ’

Vo reduce the po ng sions weting, DEQ has developed o
ok Tost Pretgeot res information rehied o siek dimensions, ssuupling

zimn of any cicv%nf%m‘;ﬂ; f'm m approved FPA wst
' s elecirome ;x:z"«iof} can
g b DO will g

otf and aporoved iﬁja st

HIes, parametri
methods, A copy o

b found on the

i

sloce] s el

QUL 450y (¢S

DB remains conn ed to pretecting the health mind welfare of the clidzens o?’a%za':
Commonwepith, DEQ b»‘:li es it the reguirgments om%;r*m‘; in tids letter must be met 1o ensure
this commitment is meb Shmﬁ 1von frve any questions conceiming this mattor, pleasa call me al

({4 6UE-1284,

. F,
L
Amy Uwens
Frapk Adams

“3
ra



ETRANSPOUTATION
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

5oy
Pk Doy

aleKineni

Goetober 24, 2005

Robert Burniay, Director

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality
629 E. Main Street

Richmond, VA 23240-0009%

Re: Trona Application Testing at Potomac River Generating Station

Dear Mr. Burnley:

We thank Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (VADEQ) for sharing Mirant's
trona testing proposal package with the City of Alexandria. We have reviewed the limited
information in the package and outlined our concerns with regard to that testing plan hera.

Resolution of Inconsistencies of Baseline or Unit 7 Operational Scenarios and lack of
information to simulate the resuits independentfy

Mirant implies in its letter to Mr. Burnley, dated October 14, 2005 that the Unit 1
operational scenario is one that protects ambient air quality standards. There are however
unresolved issues with respect to both baseline and Unit 1 scenarios.

in a letter dated September 28, 2005 the City relayed to VADEQ our very specific
questions and concerns regarding several modeling assumptions within the baseline
scenario, including downwash dimensions that underestimate the effect of downwash, the
definition of property line receptors on public tands, and untested emission inputs for the
coal and ash yard. Mirant not only continues to rely on these unresolved baseline data to
show compliance for the Unit 1 operational scenario, it adds additional uncertainties to that
scenario’s ability to protect ambient air quality standards through several unproven inputs
{an undocumented reduction in background air quality that results in virtuailly no margin
between impacts and standards, reliance on PMis emission rates and flowrates and stack
gas temperature for which no test data have been provided, and a large-scale reduction in
coal and ash yard emissions that dees not appear supportable), The City is still awaiting
VADEQSs review and response to the issues raised by the City,

For the purpose of simulating the Unit 1 operational scenario, the City had requested
verification of these inputs from Mirant several weeks ago. The City also asked the
VADEQ {September 30, L. Sharma of City of Alexandria, to K. McBee, VADEQ via email},
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to request Mirant for the same information that City believes VADEQ also needs for a
thorough review of Unit 1 scenario. In light of the VADEQ determination {Press release
dated October 19, 2008) without having the benefit of requested information to simuiate
the results, given the already precarious compliance situation, the City is extremely
concernad about the level of review being afforded and adequacy of margins of safety
provided in the analysis.

Before considering any approvals for further changes to the operations at the Mirant plant,
the City requests that VADEQ act now 1o resolve these differences in baseline scenario
assumpticns snd allow the City to analyze the Unit 1 operational scenario’s compliance
status itself by requesting that Mirant respond to our September 30th request for data.

Lime Injection and Farticulate Matter Testing Proceeded without Notice to VADEQ in Aprif
2008

The City has learned that Mirant tested lime injection on Unit 4 in April, 2005 without any
notice to VADEQ of its intent or outlining of procedures to do so. A review of the
guarterly report indicates lack of disclosure about the testing, and also indicates
exceedance of opacity timits during that time period. The City reguests that VADEQ
review and investigate fully all aspects of this testing and determine if any violations of
reguiations or emissions fimits took place. The City requests here a complete report of the
fime injection testing, including all test data of the Unit 4's electrostatic precipitator
performance. This will enable VADEQ and the City to assess Mirant's claims about the
ability of ESPs to handle increased particutate loadings. it is important that this be done
prior to any approvals of testing using TRONA because there are numerous similarities
between the process being proposed and the test that was conducted without notification
to and approveal of VADEQ.

Reguest for Testing Schedule of Lower Sulfur Fuel and Non-standard Test Methods for
PMz5 and Pl

The City asks that VADEQ ask for a explicit disclosure by Mirant of its plans for testing
fower sulfur ceal, and for any use of non-standard methodelogy for monitoring PMie and
PMazs,  During Public meetings and in a recent inspection, Mirant's staff has indicated
plans for using lower sulfur ceoal. If Mirant’s current proposed test schedule includes
either of these procedures, Mirant must include a full description within this plan of testing
procedures for that fuel and methodology as well.

This Major Contributor to PMas Background Levels must Provide Baseline and Proposed PV
2.5 Emission Levels and Control Capability

As Mirant states in its proposal, albeit without any detailed estimates, and review of trona
injection process descriptions shows, trona injection increases PMzs inlet and outlet loads
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through the conversion of SO: to sodium sulfates and sulfites. However, in this PM 2¢
nonattainment area, US EPA’s proposed PM:: attainment rule and VADEQ's mandate
reguire the protection,and progress toward attainment, of the PMas ambient air guality
standard.! Mirant is currently, at its existing levels, one of the region’s largest emitters of
this nonattainment pollutant. However, the testing proposal in its currert form does not
even include a means to accurately determine the extent by which trena injection will
increase PM 25 emissions.

Mirant has persistentiy refused to address its impacts of this nonattainment pollutant on
the community; this is not an approach that can be supported by any regulatory
interpretation. VADEQ must therefore move to address fully the PRGS’s compliance with
9 VAC 5 Chapter 30, “Ambient Air Quality Standards.” The City asks VADEQ to define a
approach by which it intends to assess the PRGS's compliance with the PM 25 AAQS,
because, to iterate, as US EPA's proposed PM:s implementation rule stipulates for this
interim period before Virginia defines its own implementation rule, the PMzs NAAQOS must
continue to be protected. Currently, VADEQ has not acted to do so.

Mirant has not provided to date any test results by which to determine the full baseline
emissions of the PRGS of PM 25, Therefore, testing at PRGS must inciude a determination
of the inlet and outlet values of PM 25 for both the baseline and proposed conditions.
PM2.s emissions must be measured using US EPA Conditional Method 40 that adds a PMz.s
cylcone separator, followed by Method 202 to collect condensable materials. PM:s tests
should include pre-ESP and post-ESP test points while trona is injected in order to assess
the efficiency of the ESP to control PM:s for this change in flue gas characteristics.

The City also requests that VADEQ require Mirant to include the test report for Unit 1's
precipitator performance that Mirant describes within their fetter to you within its trona
testing package.

Testing Plan Does Not Constitute a US FPA Reference Testing Profocol

The testing plan that Mirant provides in its package falls far short of a detailed test
protocol in which US EPA reference methods are proposed. The results of this emission
test will be used by Mirant for the purposes of determining a compliance scenario and its
permit limits; therefore, VADEQ should require the same rigor in this test procedure that it
does of any other compliance test. Therefore, the City asks that the testing protocol be
revised to include these additional items:

1. Identification of the independent testing organization and a statement of thelr
qualifications to provide the services.

2. Exact test dates should be specified, and VADEQ (and the City) should be
provided the cpportunity to ohserve the test.

' “Propesed Rule to Implement the Fine Particie Naticnal Ambient Air Quality Standards,” September, 2008,
US EPA, 40 CFR Part 51.
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3. PMIiO testing: US EPA Reference Method 5 may be used as proposed: however,
the tack half or condensable portion of the sample must be included. The length
of the test, number of test points, and test locations and M5 filzer temperature
must be specified.  PM10 tests should include pre-ESP and post-ESP test points
while trona is injected in order 1o assess the efficiency of the ESP to this change
in flue gas characteristics.

4. SO: testing: Mirant should use US EPA Reference Method 8C to obtain pre- and
post-ESP test results; alternately, the coal sulfur content can be sampled at jeast
once during each test hour. Method 8C is preferable to use of the Continuous
Emissions Monitoring System for post-ESP because of the concern for collection
of trona and scrubbing action on the SQ2 probe filter, possibly yielding low 803
resufts.

5. Testing of exhaust flow rates and temperatures: the test protocol must identify
the US EPA reference method(s) that Mirant intends to use to measure flue gas
temperature and velocity; currently, Mirant relies on values in its analysis of the
Unit T operational scenario that were derived from conditions at other ivads; any
demonstration of compliance for this and any other operational scenaric must
ultimately rely only on tested values at the exact loads for these important
parameters. As required by US EPA methods for flow testing, the number and
location of traverse points must be specified in the test protocol, along with a
discussion of how upstream and downstream flow disturbances wiil be minimized.

6. Testing of PM 25 To iterate, PM z5 emissions must be measured using US EPA
Conditional Method 40 that adds a PM 25 cylcone separator, followed by Method
202 to collect condensable materials. Again, PM 25 tests should include pre-ESP
and post-ESP test points while trona is injected in order to assess the efficiency of
the ESP to control PM zs for this change in fiue gas characteristics.

Trona Injection is a Physical Change that Likely Triggers Nonattainment New Source
Review

Trona injection at PRGS constitutes both a physical change and change in the method of
operation at PRGS. PRGS is currently a major source in a nonattainment area for PM2 s,
and US EPA interim guidance defines the significant emissions rate for PMzs in a
nonattainment area as equal to 15 tons per year. Preliminary calculations of trona’s effect
indicate that it will increase PM 25 emissions by at least 10%, increasing the facility's
emissions of this pollutant by approximately 50 to 100 tons per year. Therefore,
application of trona meets all of the criteria for New Source Review for PMa s,

Accordingly, Mirant may have to meet the requirements of NSR in a nonattainment ares,
including applying Lowest Achievable Emission Rate for this poilutant, providing offsets to
the proposed emission increases and a demonstration of its ability to comply with all
National Ambient Air Quality Standards, including that for PMas. All elements of this NSR
application would be subject te US EPA approval. The City tharefore requests that Mirant
use the results of this test to prepare a full regulatory applicability assessment for
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submittal 10 VADEQ of its proposal to increase PMes and PMro emissions through its use of
trona injection.

Increased Truck Traffic will Exacerbate Fxisting Violations of PM10 at Offsite Locations

Using stochiometric relationships of wrona conversion in the flue gas stream, it appears that
trona will increase solid waste loads by approximately 509%. Traffic of trucks that haul
this solid waste from the site will increase proportionally. However, the City’s ambient air
quality analysis shows that many receptors at the facility’s southwest fence line and at
vany other offsite locations show violations of the PMio ambient air quality standards with
the current levels of truck traffic. Inspection of the contributicns to impacts where these
violations occur show that truck traffic at its current levels is the major contributor. Mirant
must now provide an update to its coal and ash yard impact analysis that demonstrates
the means by which it proposes to increase truck traffic while protecting the AAQS at
these fence line and offsite receptors.

Conclusion

As you can see, Mr. Burnley, underlying our concerns is a general uneasiness surrounding
Mirant's actions in which it moves forward unilaterally with operational changes at PRGS
before any of the assumptions and procedures have been verified and approved by your
agency. We request that above issues be fully addressed by VADEQ and Mirant before
proceeding with any approvals for trona testing or changes to operations. We thank you
for the opportunity to comment on this preliminary test proposal, and look forward to
review of a fuller version that responds to our concerns outlined here.

Sincer%iy,
'?,/ "

yA

Ry,

‘Rithafd Bajg, P.E.,

@i%}eq‘:t?{, T{EES, City of Alexandria

[/ ——
{
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[olo Jim Hartmann, City Manager, City of Alexandria
lgnacio Pessoa, City Attorney, City of Alexandria
Michael Dowd, Air Enforcement Manager, VADEQ
Kenneth L. McBee, VADEQ
Jeffery Steers, NVRO VADEQ



Mirant Mid-Atlantic, LLC
87 11 Wesighalia Road, Upper Maribors, Maryland 207

BY TELECOPY

Robert G. Bumley, Director

Commonwealth of Virginia Department of Environmental Quality
629 East Main Street

Richmond, Virginia 22319

Qctober 14, 2005 MIRANT

Mirant Potomac River: Proposal to Test Trona on Unit 1

Dear Mr. Burnley,

Mirant Potomac River, LLC (“Mirant”) proposes to test a promising boiler SO2
control technology, trona injection, on Unit 1 of the Potomac River power plant and submits
this package 1o the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality in furtherance thercof.
Enclosed with this letter are:

* Description of trona, and the planned transportation, storage and injection system;
* Potomac River trona test plan; and
* Material Safety Data Sheet for trona

As you are aware, in accordance with its letter of September 20, 2005, Mirant resumed
generating electricity on a limited basis with the operation of Unit 1 subject to the operating
limitations of (1) a 24-hour SO2 tons-per-day emissions cap of 7.4 tons per calendar day, and
(2) no generation between the hours of 10:60 pm and 5:00 am. The typical operating profile
of Unit 1 with the above limitations allows for up 1o 16 hours of generation per calendar day,
with up to 8 hours at full capacity (88 MW) and 8 or more hours at minimum capacity (35
MW). With the September 20, 2003, letter, Mirant submitted Update #1 to “A Dispersion
Modeling Analysis of Downwash from Mirant's Potomac River Power Plant,” which
demonstrates that Unit } operating in the mode described above results in ambient air
concentrations that are better than the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for SO2,
PM10, and NO2, and ensures protection of human health and the environment surrounding the
power plant.

The Potomac River power plant is unique among the power plants operated by
affiliates of Mirant in that it uses both hot and cold electrostatic precipitators. Therefore,
testing trona at the Potomac River power plant is critical for projecting both the SO2
reductions as well as the precipitator performance that can be achieved using trona injection at
this plant. Mirant proposes to conduct trona testing at Unit 1, operating the Unit under the
limitations described in the September 20 letter and summarized above, Operating Unit 1
with such limitations results in modeled ambient air concentrations that are better than the

-1



National Ambient Air Quality Standards for SO2, PM10, and NO2; accordingly, no modeling
Is necessary to support this proposal because the trona injection will reduce SO2 emissions
and result in even better modeled ambient air quality for SO2. Moreover, the SO2 daily
cmission cap will continue to limit operations such that, regardless of the trona performance,
SO2 emissions will not cause exceedances of the ambient zir quality standards. Trona testing
at Unit 1 will allow Mirant to ascertain the actual SO2 reduction that can be achieved with
trona injection while continuing to provide for ambient air concentrations that are better than
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for SO2.

Mirant tested Unit | precipitator performance at the end of September 2005 to
reconfirm precipitator condition and capacity. The test demonstrates that the equipment is in
good operating condition and that the built-in equipment margins are large. The test results
show that stack particulate emissions arc 92% below those allowed under the state operating
permit for the power plant. Given these results, we are confident the trona testing will have
no material adverse impact on particulate matter emissions. In addition, during the trona
testing on Unit 1 Mirant will conduct another EPA Method 5 particulate test (40 CFR 60
Appendix A) while the Unit is at full load and the trona injection system is in service.

We respectfully request that you review and respond to this proposal in accordance
with our discussions with your staff regarding timing and protocol. However, given that our
proposal is for testing on Unit 1 which requires no additional modeling, the review should be
less intensive and we therefore ask that DEQ expedite the review and complete it in less than
the two-week period discussed. We are enthusiastic about trona’s ability to reduce SO2
entissions and look forward to sharing the test results with you, as well as proposing
appropriate next-steps based on such results.

Mirant continues to work diligently towards the goal of resolving the ambient air
quality issues in the vicinity of the Potomac River power plant, returning the plant to full
service and restoring electric reliability in the region to acceptable levels. We remain
committed to working cooperatively with DEQ and appreciate your support of the testing
schedule so that we can continue to make progress toward resolution of this matter.,

Please call me with any questions or comments,

Sincerely,

S

Lisa D. Johnsdf
President, Mirant Potomac River, L1.C

cc:  Deborah Jennings, Esq



System Description
Of the Potomac River Trona System

Transportation, Storage, and Injection Equipment
October 14, 2005

General:

Trona's chemical name is sodium sesquicarbonate {(NA,CO;*NAHCO-2H;0), which is
chemically similar to baking scda (sodium bicarbonate), and is the raw material for soda
ash. Soda ash is a versatile chemical used to make giass, paper, laundry detergents,
and many other products in every day use. Soda ash is also used as a raw material in
the manufaciuring of other chemicals, including sodium bicarbonate (baking soda) and
sodium phosphates (detergents).

Trona is a mineral. This mineral is found in large quantities in the United States, Mexico,
Africa, Turkey, and China. The largest area in the United States that trona is mined is in
Wyoming's Sweetwater County. Trona was discovered in Sweetwater County in 1938
during oil and gas explorations. The first mine shaft was excavated in 1946, and
commercial production began in 1948. Up until that time, all soda ash in the United
States was produced synthetically (chemically). Over 15 miltion tons of trona and over 8
million tons of soda ash are produced each year.

Over 90% of the soda ash produced in the United States and 15% of the World's supply
is natural soda ash from Sweetwater County.

Trona is handled as a dry sorbent that has been mechanically refined to a powder with
an average particle size of 28 microns (um) in diameter. It has the appearance of a fine
white powder,

The Material Safety Data Sheet for trona is provided separately. In summary, trona is
considered to be a safe chemical. It is not hazardous, does not have an odor, is stable,
and is neither volatile nor reactive. 1t is alkaline with a PH of 10 however it doss not
cause chemical burns. Since trona is a fine powder, generally accepted practices in
handting dusty material as well as prevention measures for ingestion and/or immersion
need to be used.

Trona Transportation and Storage:

Trona wilt be transported to the site by enclosed 100-ton railcars. In order to insure a
continuous supply of trona, multiple rail cars are required to be staged on-site since the
rail transportation from Wyoming takes 2-3 weeks. The trona delivery schedule will
follow the same time-of-day restrictions as presently used for coal defivery. Most future
deliveries will be by rail cars. Depending on the unit foad and SO. removal rates, trona
consumption is expected to be in the range of 48 to 96 tons per day.
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Trona will be pneumatically off loaded from an enclosed rail car to an enclosed 35 ton
trona feed trailer on east side of # 4 precipitator.
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A temporary diesel powered blower will be used for unloading rail cars of frona to the
feed trailer.

The enclosed trona faed trailer serves as the temporary on site storage facility for the
trona iniection system near the blower trailer. The feed trailer exhaust vent is equipped
with a 99.95% efficient baghouse system. The trona feed trailer will need to be loaded
every 5 to 10 hours depending on the trona injection rate. The feed trailer is equipped
with four underside discharge valves. Each discharge value is equipped with a variable-
speed rotary feeder that has a feed range of 0-4.0 tons per hour. These rotary feeders
will be used to regulate the trona injection rate to the unit.




The blower trailer next to the feed frailer has a set of four electric motor driven blowers
that will convey trona pneumatically from the feed trailer to eight injection ports at the
boiler's economizer ocuilet duct.

The portébie traiter containing the four electric motor powered biowers is staged next to
the feed trailer. Trona is transported to the unit injectors with flexibie rubber hoses.

Injection ports and hoses that will supply trona from the blowers to the unit.



An injector that is inserted in the economizer outiet duct.

A detailed schematic of the system is shown below and on the next page
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Since trona is not considered a hazardous substance under EPA’'s SARA or CERCLA
rutes, no special handling procedures are necessary other than material handling best
management practices.

Trona Injection System:

The chemical mechanism that trona uses to reduce SO, from power plants exhaust gas
is relatively straight forward. When trona is injected into boiler exhaust gases that are
above 275°F, it is rapidly calcined to sodium carbonate. This “popcorn-like”
decomposition creates a large and reactive surface by bringing unreacted sodium
carbonate to the particle surface for acid neutralization. The by-products of the reactions
are sodium salts. For example the 80, chemistry is:




1. 2(Na; COs + NaHCO, + 2H,0) + 380, yieias 3Na:S0; + 4C0, + 5H.0
2. 3N82803 + 1502 viglds BNEQSOg;

After the surface of the sodium carbonate has reacted with SO, to form sodium sulfite, or
sulfate, the reaction slows due to pore blockage. In order for the reaction to continue, the
sorbent particle must decompose further. This decomposition evolves as H;0 and CO;
vaporize into the surrounding atmosphere, creating a network of void spaces throughout
the pasticle. This process exposes fresh reactive sorbent and allows SO; once again to
diffuse into the particle interior. This increase in surface area “popcorn effiect” is on the
order of § to 20 times the original surface area. The SO, removal process is completed
when the particulate sodium suffite or sulfate is removed from the exhaust gas by the
particulate control device, which are the electrostatic precipitators (ESPs) on this unit.

The rates of decomposition and subsequent sulfation of a sodium compound particie are
a function of gas temperature, rate of heat transfer to the particles, flue gas HO and
CO, parial pressure, and the effects of other flue gas components present. [n a trona
injection system additional parameters and physical constraints will also affect overall
sorbent effectiveness and utitization. These include sorbent injection rate, normalized
stoichiometric ratio between the sorbent and inlet SO, concentration, sorbent particle
size, sorbent residence time in the gas stream, sorbent penetration and mixing in the
gas stream, and the particulate control device effectivenass.

Trona will first be injected into Potomac River Unit 1's economizer outlet duct (elevation
92 feet). The temperatures of the exhaust gas at the economizer outlet averages 550° F,
well within the temperature window (275 - 884°F) required for the trona fo react with
SO,. The relatively high temperature at the economizer outlet promotes the trona SO,
reaction and thereby increases the overall SO, removal efficiency. Eight injectors, four
on each side of the economizer outlet duct, will be used to inject up to a total of 4 tons
per hour of trona. Four variable-speed rotary valves located at the feed trailer control
the trona feed rate. Trona will be injected at a 45-degree angle into the economizer
outlet duct to promote turbulent mixing of trona into the gas stream. Detailed
computational fluid dynamic modeling was used to determine the optimal number and
location of trona injection points at the economizer ouilet and the optimum injector
design.

Trona removes SO, by converting it into particulate sodium sulfite or sulfate. This
reaction will take place primarily between the economizer and the hot side ESP. Any
carry over of trona from the hot side ESP will allow additional SOZ removal to take place
between the hot side ESP and the air heaters. Exhaust gas temperature after the air
heaters are nominally too low for additional SO, removal to occur. The particulate
sodium sulfite or sulfate, along with the flyash, will be removed from the exhaust gas by
beth the hot and cold side ESPs. Since trona is a sodium compound, it conditions the
ash to lower its resistivity, having a positive effect on the operation of beth hot and cold
side ESPs.

The newer hot side precipitator is the primary particulate collector. The design margin
built into the hot side precipitator is significant. Design parameters such as fuel ash
content, heating value, sulfur content, as well as flue gas volume flow, temperature, and
particulate grain loading were chosen o accommodate a wide range of operating
conditions. Use of these design parameters resulied in an oversized precipitator relative
to current operating conditions and fuel. Mirant feels confident it will be able to achieve



SO; reductions of up to 70% and keep particulate emission rates welt in compliance
because of the available coilection margin in the precipitator and the fact that
appropriately high gas temperature available af the point of trona injection.

Recent particulate tests on Unit #1 show the current performance and eguipment
condition of precipitators to be very good. The measured particulate emission rate at
maximum load is 92% lower than the state operating permit imit. The added particulate
from trona will increase the ash loading but will be well below the original hot precipitator
design intet particuiate loading. Thus sufficient margin will exist in precipitaior
performance relative to the modeled emission rate limit. A stack parficulale test at
maximum load will be conducted in accordance with 40CFR-60 Appendix A Method S to
confirm the precipitator performance.

As always, continuous monitoring of NOX and SO2 using the permanent certified
Continuous Emission Monitors, {CEM's), will also take place during the testing as they
do for normat operations.

References regarding trona in the industry:

hitp:.//iwebmineral.com/data/Trona . shimi

hitp:/lwww.solvaychemicals. us/resource Trona Products him

http:/Awww meilvainecompany.com/partandnox/ disc2/0060000d him

hitp:fwww ocichemical.com/webapp/ociapp/products/markets.jsp
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Trona: T-200°
Material Safety Data Sheet

Chemical: Sodium Sesquicarbonate NFPA; H=1 F=0 I=0 S=None
HMIS: H=1 F=0 Rz=0 PPE= Supplied by user,
dependent on conditions
MSDS Number: Trona-1103 '
Effective Date: 11 Novemnber 2603
Issued by: Solvay Chemicals, Inc. Regulatary Affairs Department

Not valid three years after effective date or after issuance of superseding MSDS, whichever is
earlier. French or Spanish translations of this MSDS may be avallable. Check www.solvaychemicals.us
or call Selvay Cremicals, Inc. to verify the latest version or translation avaiiability.

Material Safety Data Sheels contain country specific regulatory information; therefore, the MSDS's
provided are for use only by customers of Solvay Chemicals, Inc. in North America. if you are
located in a country other than Canada , Mexice, or the United States, please contact the Soivay
Group company in your country for MSDS information applicable to your location,

1. Gompany and Product Identiication

1.1 Product Name: T-200°
Chemical Name: Scdium sesquicarbonate
Synonyms: Mechanically refined trona.

Chemical Formula:  Na,CO, NaHCO, 2H,0
Motecular Weight: 2286

CAS Number: 533-96-G

EINECS Number: 208-580-9
Grades/Trade Names: T-200°

1.2 Recommended Uses: Consult supplier

1.3 Supplier: Solvay Chemicals, Inc.
PO BOX 27328 Houston, TX 77227-7328
3333 Richmond Ave. Houston, Texas 77098

1.4 Emergency Telephone Numbers
Emergencies (USA): 1-800-424-9300 (CHEMTREC#}
Transportation Emergencies (INTERNATIONAL/MARITIME): 1-703-527-3887 (CHEMTREC®)
Transportation Emergencies (CANADA}: 1-613-986-8866 (CANUTEC)
Transportation Emergencies (MEXICO-SETIQ): 01-800-00-214-08 {MEX. REPUBLIC}
525-553-1588 (Mexico City and
metro area))

WL

2\
8

SOLVAY

MEDS Mo, T200-1103 Revised 11-1-03
Copyright 2003, Solvay Chemicals, Inc.

N s 1.600.765.3257 Interox, Fluorides & Minerals
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Trona: T-200°
Material Safety Data Sheet

3. Hazards Identifzcatmn

2. _'C'ompéé'iti_{m/' Ir;_fé?rhétie_n on _ihgté’{i_ian% o

INGREDIENTS FORMULA WT. PERCENT CAS & EINECS #
Sodium Na,CO,-NatHCO,-2H,0 S8 533-96-0 208-580-9
sesquicarbonate

Sitica, SiO, <0.4 14808-60-7  238-878-4
crystalline quartz

H,0 insolubles Mot Applicable 2 Not Applicable  Not Applicable

Emergency Qverview: Product reacts with acids fo produce carbon dioxide and heat.

3.1 Route of Entry: Inhalation: Yes Skin: Yes Ingestion: Yes

3.2 Potential Effects of exposure: Sodiurn Sesquicarbonate is an alkaline product and may
irritate digestive mucous membranes, eyes and heaithy skin.

Inhalation: May be irritating to the nose, throat, and respiratory tract. Repeated exposure
may cause nosebleeds.

Eyes: May cause irritation, severe watering and redness.

Skin contact: May cause skin irritation, seen as redness and sweliing. In the presence
of moisture or sweat, irftation may become more severe leading to rash.

Ingestion: May cause gastrointestinal irritation including nausea, vomiting, abdominal
cramps and diarrhea. May cause irritation of the mouth and throat.

Carcmogemc;ty See section 11.3

4, F:rst A:d Measures

General Recaommendations: Treat for eye, skin and respiratory tract irritation.

4.4 Inhalatior: Remove subject to a dust free environment and blow nose. If breathing is difficult
or has stopped, administer artificial respiration. If any initation is present, seek medical attentior.

Eyes: In cases of splashing of concentrated solution in the eyes and face, treat the eyes
first, and then continue first aid as defined under “contact with the skin.” Rinse the eyes with
running water for 15 minutes, maintaining the eyelids wide open to eliminate the product.
Protect the eyes from strong light. Consult a physician or ophthaimologist in all cases.

Skin:

« Remove contaminated shaoes, socks and clothing, under a shower
i necassary; wash the affected skin with luke warm water.

Keep warm (blanket), provide clean clothes.

Consult with a physician in alt cases.

Dry carefully.

In case of persistant pain or reddening, consult physician.

. * 8 @

Ingestion: Do not induce vomiting. Rermove any evidence of the product from the person's mouth.

MSDS No. T200-1103 Revised 11-1-03
Capyrigit 2603, Salvay Chemicals, inc.
All Fights Feserved,

werw Sevaychermicais.us  1.800.765.6282



Trona: T-200°
Material Safety Data Sheet
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5.1
52
53
5.4
5.5

6.

6.1
6.2

6.3

7.2

7.3
7.4

‘Handling and Storage .

If the subject is completely conscious: Glve 8-12 ounces of water.
SEEK MEDICAL ATTENTION,

If the subject is unconscious:
NEVER GIVE ANYTHING BY MOUTH TO AN UNCONSICUS PERSON,

Fire-Fighting Measures =~ =

Flash point: Non combusiible.

Auto-ignition Temperature: Not Applicable.

Flammability Limits: Not Applicable.

Unusual Fire and Explosion Hazards: Non-combustible and non-explosive.

Common Extinguishing Methods: In case of fire near stored product, all means
of extinguishing are acceptable.

Accidental Release Measures

Precautions: Avoid excessive dust.

Cleanup methods: Clean up uncontaminated material and recycle into process. Place
unusable material into a closed, labeled container compatible with the product.

Precautions for protection of the environment: Sweep up residuai material. Do not flush
to drain. Prevent material from entering public sewer systems or any waterways. Dispose of
waste in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local environmental laws and
regulations.

Handling:

« Avoid prolonged or repeated contact with the skin or eyes.

+ Do not wear contact lenses without proper eye protection when using this product.
» Avoid prolonged or repeated breathing of dusts.

» ise vacuum or wet mop to clean up dust.

Storage: Keep in a closed, properly labeled container in a dry area away from acids.
Protect from physical damage.

Specific Uses: See Section 1.2

Packaging:
s Bulk rail car and truck
Paper+PE

.
=  Woven plastic material + PE coating
s Woven plastic material + PE.

MSDS No. T200-1103 Revised 11-1-03
Copyright 2003, Solvay Chemicals, inc.
All Rights Reserved.
www.solvaychemicals us 1.800.765.8292
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» Exposure{)ontro!s! Personal Pi’bteéﬁoﬁ_ o

Exposure Limit Values TLV® ACGIH®-USA (2002 Q8HA PEL

Sodium Sesquicarbonats Musence Bust-5 mg/m
{Respirable Fraction,
15 mg/r® (Total Dust).

Siiica, Crystalline Quartz 0.05 mg/n for 8 howrTWA 10 mg/m? /% Silica + 2

AGGIH* and TLV™ are registered rademarks of the American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists.

Exposure Controis:

8.2.1 Occupational Exposure Controls:

8.2.1.1 Ventilation: In places with the possibility for creating excessive dust in excess of exposure

limits, ventilation should be provided.

8.2.1.2 Respiratory protection: In case of significant or accidental dust emissions,

a NIOSH/MSHA approved dust respirator should be worn,

8.2.1.3 Hand protection: Cotton gloves are adequate for routine handling of dry product,

8.2.1.4 Eye protection: In cases of significant dust, dust proof goggles are recommendead.

8.3

9.2

Cther precautions: Protective clothing in dusty areas. An eyewash and safety shower
should be nearby and ready for use. Use good hygiene practices when handling this
product including changing work clothes after use. Do not eat, drink or smoke in areas
where this material is handled.

‘Physical and Chemical Properties ~~~ ~

Appearance; Powder

Color: White 1o off white

Odor: Odorless

Important Health, Safety and Environmental information:
pH: 10.1 (1-% solution).

Change of state:

Melting point: Decomposes at >70°C (158°F).

Boiling point; Not applicable.

Decompositon Temperature: Beginning at 70°C (158°F).
Flash Point: Not Applicable

Flammability: Not Applicable
(solid, gas}

Explosive Properties: Not Applicable

MSDS Mo, T200-1103 Revised 11-1-03
Copyright 2003, Seivay Chemicals, e,
All Rights Reserved.

wwy sotvaychernicals.us 1.806,765.6282
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9.3

10.

1014

10.2

10.3

104
10.5

1141

Oxidizing Properties: Not Applicable
Vapor Pressure: Not Applicable

Relative Density: Specific gravity {H,0=1}: 2.11

Solubility:
Water: 20% maximum by weight in water @ 30°C (86°F).
Fat: Not Applicable.

Partition coefficient: P (n-octancl/water): Not applicable.
Viscosity: Not listed

Vapor Density {air=1): Not Applicable.

Evaporation Rate: Not Applicable.

Other Information:
Bulk Density: 48 ibs./ff® (780 kg/m?)

Stability and Reactivity -
Stability: Stable at ambient temperature and atmospheric pressure.

Conditions to avoid:

* Protect from moisture

« Mixing of acid, oxidizing agents and sodium sesquicarbonate solutions could cause
CO, evolution and may cause severe splattering.

Materials and substances to avoid: Sodium sesquicarbonate mixed with lime dust

in the presence of moisture wifl form caustic soda, which can cause serious burns. When
heated, may react with Aluminum (Al). Reacts with acids and releases large volumes

of CO, gas and heat.

Hazardous decomposition products: Carbon dioxide {CQ,) is evolved when mixed with
acids and oxidizing agents.

Hazardous Polymerization: None.

Other information: None.
Toxicological Information

Acute toxicity:
Inhalation: LG, 2300 mg/m¥2h{sodium carbonate) species: rat,
Oral: LD, 4090 mg/kg (sodium carbonate) species: rat.

Dermat: L.D.., rabbit, 2,000 mg/kg (sodium carbonate)

11.2/11.3 Chronic toxicity/ Carcinogenic Designation: This product contains less than 0.4%

Silica, crystalline quartz. Silica, crystalline quartz at greater than 1% has been shown to
cause silicosts, & progressive lung ¢isease. Sifica is & suspected carcinogen.

MEDS Ne. T200-1103 Revised 11-1-03
Copyright 2003, Solvay Chemicals, Inc.
Ajf Rights Reserved.

wyw solvaychernicals.us 1.800.765.8292
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12. Ecological Information
12,1 Acute ecotoxicity:

SODIUM BICARBONATE: Crustaceans, Daphnia magna, LC;,, 48 hours, 2350 mgA.
Fishes, Gambusia affinis, LCs,, 96 hours, 7550 mgi.

SODIUM CARBONATE: Crustaceans, Daphnia sp., LG, 48 hours, from 115 to 150 mg/L
Fishes, various species, L., 96 hours, from 30 to 1,200 mg/l.

122 Chronic ecotoxicity: None lisied.
12.3 Mobility: Water-Considerable solubility and motility.

12.4 Degradation
Abiotic:
e Water, hydrolysis. Degradations products: Carbonate {(pH. 10/bicarbonate {pH 6-10)carbonic
acid/carbon dioxide (pH<6)
+  Soil-Result: Hydrolysis as a function of pH.

Biotic: Not Appiicable.

12.5 Potential for bicaccumulation: Not Applicable.

12.6 Other adverse effects /Comments: Observed effects are related to alkaline properties
of product. Product is not significantly hazardous for the environment.

13, Disposal Considerations

13.1 Waste treatment: T-200 is not a listed hazardous waste under 40 CFR 261. However, state
and local regutations for waste disposal may be more restrictive. Spilied product should be
disposed of in an EPA approved disposal facliity in accordance with applicable national,
state and local environmental laws and regulations.

13.2 Packaging treatment: To avoid treatments, use dedicated containers where possible,
Rinse the empty containers and treat the effuent in the same way as waste. Consult current
federal, state and local regulations regarding the proper disposal of emptied containers.

13.3 RCRA Hazardous Waste: Not Listed.

14. Transport Information

Mode pOT IMDG IATA

UN Number Nat a regulated Not a reguiated Not a regulated
hazardous material hazardous material hazardous material

Other It is recommended that ERG guide 111 be used for alt non DOT regulated material.

STCC #: 28-123-87

MSDS No. T200-1143 Revised 11-1-03
Copyright 2003, Soivay Chemicais, Inc.
Al Rights Aeserved.

Page /5 www.sovaychemicals.us 1.800.765.8292
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15. Regulatory Information
National Regulations (UIS)
TSCA Inventory B(b): Yes

SARA Title lif Sec. 302/303 Exfremely Hazardous Substances (40 CFR355): No

SARA Title 11l Sec. 311/312 (40 CFR 370:
Hazard Category:  * Acute and Chronic health hazard
« Threshold planning guantity - 10,000 lbs

SARA Title I Sec. 313 Toxic Chemical Emissions Reporting (40 CFR 372): No

CERCLA Hazardous Substance {40CFR Part 302)
Listed: No
Unlistad Substance: No

State Component Listing: None identified
National Regulations (Canada)
Canadian DSL Registration: Yes

WHMIS Classification: Not Applicabie

This product has been classified in accomdance with the hazard ¢riteria of the Controlled Products Regulations and the
M5DS contains all the information required by the Controlled Products Regulations.

Labeling according to Directive 1999/45/EC.
Namea of dangerous products-sodium sesquicarbonate

Symbols Xi brritant
Phrases R 36  lritating fo eyes

16. Other Inforimation
16.1 Ratings:

NFPA [NATIONAL FIRE PROTECTION ASSOCIATION}

Health=1 Fire =0 Instability = ¢ Special = none

HMIS (HAZARDOUS MATERIAL INFORMATION SYSTEM)

Health = 1 Fire = 0 Reactivity =0 PPE = Supplied by User; dependent on local conditions

16.2 Other Information:

The previous information is based upon our current knowledge and experience of our product and
is not exhaustive. it applies to the product as defined by the specifications. In case of combinations
or mixtures, one must confirm that no new hazards are likely to exist. In any case, the user is not
exempt from observing all legal, administrative and regulatory procedures relating to the product,
personal hygienie, and integrity of the work environment. (Uniess noted to the contrary, the technical
information applies only to pure product).

MSDS No, T200-1103 Revised 11-1-03
Copyright 203, Solvay Chemicals, Inc.
All Rights Reserved.
www.sCivaychemicais,us 1.800.765.8292
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To our actual knowledge, the information contained herain is accurate as of the date of this
document. However, neither Solvay Chemicals, Inc. nor any of its affiliates makes any warranty,
axpress or implied, or accepts any liability in connection with this information or its use. This
information is for use by technically skilled persons at their own discretion and risk and does ot
relate to the use of this product in combination with any other substance or any other process.
This is not a license under any patent or other proprietary right. The user alone must finally determing
suitability of any information or material for any contemplated use, the manner of use and whether
any patents are infringed. This information gives typical properties cnly and is not 1o be used for
specification purposes.

TRADEMARKS: All trade names products referenced herein are either trademarks or registered
trademarks of Solvay Chemicals, Inc. or affiliate unless otherwise indicated.

16.3 Reason for revision:
Supersedes edition: Solvay Minerals MSDS #015 dated 4/9/03.
Purpose of revision: Change Company name and MSDS format.

MSES No, T200-1103 Revised 11-1-03
Copyright 2003, Solvay Cnemicals, inc.
Alf Rights Reserved.
www.solvaychemicals.us 1.800.765.8292
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DISCLAIMER

This report is intended for use selely by Mirant Potomac River, LLC for the specific purposes deseribed in the
contractual documents between TRC Environmental Corperation and Mirant Corporation. All professional services
performed and reports generated by TRC have been prepared for Mirant Corporation’s purposes as described fn the
contract. The information, statements and econclusions contained in the report have been prepared in accordance with
the work statement and contract terms and conditions. The report may be subject fo differing interpretations and/or
may be misinterpreted by third persons or entities who were ot involved in the investigative or consultation process.
TRC Environmental Corporation therefore cxpressty disclaims any hability to persons other than Mirant Corporation
who may use or rely upon this report in any way of for any parpose.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 OVERVIEW

TRC Envirenmental Corporation {TRC) of Lowell, Massachusetts was retained by Mirant
Potomac River, LLC (Mirant) to provide sampling and analytical support in completing a
Particulate Emission Test of Unit 1 of the Potomac River generating facility. The Test Program
at the Potomac facility involved the completion of two series of emissions tests for particulate
matter (PM), the first during full ESP operation and the second with the number of ESP fields

reduced. All tests were completed while Unit 1 was operating at full load (84Mw).

1.2 SCOPE OF WORK

The test program required the completion of a series of three 1-hour test runs for each ESP
operating condition. The testing determined the emission rate of particulate matter in terms of

the emission standard (Ib/MMBTU). The required measurement parameters and EPA test

methods to accomplish the objective were:

40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A, EPA Methods

. Method T and 2 - Velocity

. Methed 3A - Oxygen and Carbon Dioxide
. Method 4 - Moisture
. Method 5 - Particulate Matter

Section: 2 of this report presents a summary of the particulate emissions of each run. Section 3
contains plant operating data and overview of the sampling locations used. Section 4 describes
the procedures used during the field sampling program. Section 5 outlines the procedures and
calculations used to analyze and report the samples during this test program. Section 6 presents

an overview of TRC’s guality assurance program.

L2005-478 1



2.6 SUMMARY OF RESULTS

This section presents a summary of the particulate emissions tests conducted at Unit } Potomac
River Generating Station. The field sampling data sheets are located in Appendix A, The
calculation summary forms can be found in Appendix B. The analytical data reports can be
found in Appendix C. The facikity process data can be found in Appendix D, and the equipment

calibration data sheets can be found in Appendix k.
2.1 UNIT 1 - Full ESP Operation

Threel-hour test runs were conducted in accordance with EPA Method 5. Tests were completed
on September 28" and 30", 2005, with 13 of 14 precipitator sections in service. The results of
the three Method 5 test runs are presented in Table 2-1. The average particulate emission rate of

0.0072 Ib/MMBTU was less than the current source emission limit of 0.12 Ie/MMBTU.

2.2 UNIT 1 — Reduced ESP Operation

Threel-hour test runs were conducted in accordance with EPA Method 5. Tests were completed
on September 29™ and 30™, 2005, with 6 of 14 hot precipitator sections in service and 4 of 6 cold
precipitator sections in service. Precipitator sections were shut off, for this test period only, to
determine the particulate collection margin in the hot precipitators, which were oversized by
design. Graphics indicating the sections of the hot and cold precipitators that were in service
during the second set of tests are presented in Figures 1 & 2. The results of the three Method 5
test runs are presented in Table 2-2. The average particulate emission rate of 0.0095 Ib/MMBTU

was less than the current source emission limit of 0.12 Ib/MMBTU.

L2005-478 2
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TABLE 2-1. PM EMISSION SUMMARY FOR UNIT 1 ~ Full ESP Operation

RUN 1 2 3 Average
Net Sampling Time, minutes 60 60 60 60
Particulate Catch, mg 5.9 10.4 10.4 8.9
Volume of Gas Collected, (dsci) at 68°F 38.162 38.919 38.372 38.485
CO; Concentration, % dry 12.2 12.1 12,7 12.3
O, Concentration, % dry 6.5 6.5 6.6 6.5
Particulate Matter Emission Rate, Ib/MMBtu 0.0048 | 0.0083 0.0084 0.0072

TABLE 2-2. PM EMISSION SUMMARY FOR UNIT 1 - Reduced ESP Operation

RUN 1 2 3 Average
Net Sampling Time, minutes 60 60 60 60
Particulate Catch, mg 13.0 12.3 11.] 12.1
Volume of Gas Collected, (dscf) at 68°F 40.367 39.249 39.212 39,609
CO, Concentration, % dry 12.7 12.5 12.5 12.6
0O, Concentration, % dry 6.5 6.4 6.6 6.5
Particulate Matter Emission Rate, Ib/MMBtu 0.0100 0.0096 0.0088 0.0095

[.2005-478
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PIM APPROVES ADDITIONAL $297 MILLION
IN TRANSMISSION SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS
Plan Addresses Reliability Concerns in District of Columbia

{Valley Forge, Pa. - Nov. 1, 2005) - PJM Interconnection has approved an additional $297 miliion in
upgrades to the electric transmission system in the 13-state PJM region. The approved upgrades
include $70 million for the addition of two new transmission lines to address concerns about
reliability in the District of Columbia.

The transmission investments are part of PJM’s current Regional Transmission Expansion Plan
(RTEP). The plan is the end result of a continuing, systematic process to make necessary grid
improvements. Transmission improvements keep the system in compliance with reliability
standards. These standards ensure that the system continues to deliver electricity throughout the
area. Transmission owners in PJM pay for the grid improvements, RTEP upgrades also lead to more
efficient wholesale electricity markets when they reduce congestion by eliminating barriers to
moving lower cost electricity to customers. The RTEP also accommodates interconnection of new
generating projects.

“P]M's regional planning process ensures that critical investments are made to the grid to maintain
and strengthen reliability,” said Phillip G. Harris, PJM president and chief executive officer. “Only a
regional organization, such as PJM, has both the big picture perspective to determine the most
effective improvements as well as the authority, working with the affected transmission owners, to
mandate that the necessary infrastructure be constructed.”

As part of its commitment to reliability, PJM is expanding its RTEP process to look further into the
future and consider additional developments, such as retirement or closure of a generator. The
transmission additions in the Washington, D.C. metyo area, identified by Pepco, the local utility
serving the area, are the result of the current reduced output and uncertain future status of the coal-
fired Potomac River Station due to environmental concerns. The plant, located in Alexandria, Va. is
important to maintain electric reliability in the District of Columbia.

The updates to the RTEP include work to connect 39 new generation projects, which will contribute
2,500 megawatts of new generation capacity. That is enough electricity to power nearly two million
homes.

~MORE~

Contact: BJM News, loll fres &f BS5-PUM-NEWS (755-6337)



Pepco Accelerates Plans For New Transmission Lines To Replace Need For Potomac River Power Plant ... Page 1 of 1

i Pepco Holdings Inc

Introduction to PHI Corporate Governance Invesior Relations FERC Standards of Conduct News and Information

Pepco Accelerates Plans For New Transmission Lines To
Replace Need For Potomac River Power Plant

F_f_i_day, September 09, 2005

Papco today anncunced that it is initiating a process with the District of Columbia Public Service
Commission to accelerale construction of transmisslon facilities in the Washington, D.C., region. This
wili ensure reliability in the absence of the Potomas River Generating Station, which was recently
shut down by its cwner, Mirant Gorporation, i response 1o an environmental study. The plant plays a
criticat role in backing up trangimission lines serving customers in Washington, D.C.

“Given Mirant's recent decisions, we believe action is necessary 10 satisfy Pepco's obligation to
provide refiable service 10 our customers. Therefore, we are advancing contingancy plars to build
new underground transmission fines on existing rights of way to enabie us io meet customers’ needs
without the plant,” sald Dennis Wraase, Chairman of the Board, President and Chief Executive
Officer of Pepco Holdings, Inc., Pepco's parent company. The transmission construction project is
expacted to take adcut 18 months. In the meantime, Pepce supports the Disirict of Columbia Public
Sarvice Commission's recent petition asking federal authorities to order Mirant to resume operating
the plant.

i
.ot Pepeo:

Pepco, a subsidiary of Pepco Holdings, Inc, (NYSE! POM), gelivers safe, reliable and affordable
Slectric service to mare than 725,000 customers in Maryland and the [istrict of Cotumdia,

‘Copyright © 2005 Pepco Heldings Inc. All rights reserved.

A - i b e YOO [nrtinla aonyPeid=R737 12/13/2(}0



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
¥ REGION il
) 1850 Arch Strest
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19103-2029

OCT 21 2005

Honorable James P. Moran
U. S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 205}5-4608

Dear Representative Moran:

Thank you for your letter dated September 29, 2005 to the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) concerning air emissions from Mirant’s Potomac River Power Plant located in

Alexandria, Virginia.

_EPA has been actively involved in the evaluation of the health and safety issues caused by the
operation of the coal-fired boiler units at the Potomac River plant for some time. The results of a
Downwash Modeling Study, first received by the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality
(VADEQ) in late August 2005, indicated substantial modeled exceedances of the sulfur dioxide,
nitrogen oxide, and PM10 National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) have occurred. EPA
realizes the complexity of the technical and air dispersion modeling evaluations would be significant,
and has assigned appropriate qualified technical personnel to this effort. Subsequently, EPA has been
actively engaged in providing technical support to the VADEQ during their evaluation of the air '
dispersion modeling conducted by Mirant, including ongoing reduced operational scenarios currently
being evaluated by Mirant engineers and modelers.

EPA believes that the health and safety of the local residents near the Potomac River plant is of
paramount concern, and I can assure you that EPA will not support any continued full or partial
operation of the Potomac River plant without verification from EPA experts that there will not be any
modeled exceedances of the NAAQS caused by emissions from the plant.

If you have any questions, pl.eas'c do not hesitate to contact me or have your staff'contact
Ms. Stephanie Branche, Virginia Liaison, at 215-814-5556,

Sincerely, {

el 24

Donald S. Welsh
Regional Administrator

cc:  Mr. Robert Burnley
Director, VADEQ

ey Printed on 100% recycledirecyclable paper with 100% post-consumer, ﬂbér and process chiorine froe.
Customer Service Hotline: 1-800-438-2474 ' '
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DEG Public Affairs Office, &35 Bast Muin St Richmond, Va. 23219, fax
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(804} £95-4346

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE Contact: Bill Hayden
October 19, 2003 (804) 698-4447 :
wphayden @deq.virginia.gov

VIRGINIA EVALUATES MIRANT’S FLAN
FOR OPERATING ALEXANDRIA POWER PLANT

RICHMOND, VA. - The Virginia Department of Environmental Quality is continuing its
evaluation of operations at the Mirant Potomac River power plant in Alexandria, focusing on the

goal of protecting people’s health angd the environment.

DEQ has found no indication that Mirant's current plan of limited operation of one boiler
umit violates federal health-based air quality standards. DEQ's evaluation is ongoing, and
additional information will be requested from Mirant as needed. This will ensure that emissions
of pitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide and particles do not reach levels that could harm peopie’s

health.

In addition, DEQ is analyzing a proposal by Mirant 10 use new technology to reduce
cmissions of sulfur dioxide, The proposal calls for injecting a mineral called trona into the gas
exhaust of one boiler to help neutralize sul fur dioxide.

“DEQ continues 1o watch operations at the Mirant facility very ciosely,” DEQ Director
Robert G. Burnley said. “Our goal in this case remains unchanged - Lo protect the health of the
people of Alexandria and their environment — and that is what we are going to accomplish.”

Mirant resumed operations of one uait at lhe plant i September, after it had shut the
plant down in August 1n compliance with a DEQ direclive (o ensure that the plant meets air

quality standards.

#iH
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’owerless
ights Qut? The Region's Fraying Electric Supply

y Peter Behr .
mday, December 11, 2005; BOS Frand New Condominiums &
. . Priced from the 3300
. 56-year-old power plant on the Potomac River in Alexandriais at ) ’
- ; o . . SN
ie center of a nightmare scenario for the nation's capital. _5\:(_)2 v Se ] ] ing

ver since the Truman administration, the plant has been the

rincipal source of electricity for downtown Washington -- powering
:sidences, businesses and the heart of the federal government. Then
1 August, the plant was shut down, not because of its advanced age
.t because of environmental concerns. Alexandria officials and

«carby residents have long detested the coal-fired facility, charging
hat its smokestack emissions threaten public health. Since August, pressure from Virginia state authorities has kept

210t or all of the plant shuttered while the plant's owner has been scrambling to come up with a plan to satisfy state
egulators and local critics.

The idling of four of the plant's five generators has left the District in a fragile position. Now the downtown area
fepends on electricity transmitted by two high-voltage Pepco {ransrission links that run from the interstate power grid
“aryland, then underground to Virginia and back under the Potomac River into the District.

Norried District officials have issued apocalyptic warnings that a paralyzing downtown blackout would result if those
wo lines accidentally failed together -- an unlikely prospect, but one that has happened before. The closing of the
>otomac River Generating Station has also called unwelcome attention to the risk of a blackout from a terrorist attack

»n the weakest points in the region's power grid.

A blackout could guickly trigger an environmental tragedy, too. Power would be lost at the huge Blue Plains waste
ireatment plant in Southeast Washington and, unless it were restored within a day, millions of gailons of raw sewage
would be discharged into the Potomac and would ran eventually into Chesapeake Bay, according to District officials.
{'he two Pepco lines are scheduled to be shut down for maintenance — one early next year -- but can't be if the
Alexandria plant isn't running, officials say. A lengthy delay in maintenance will only heighten the danger of a

breakdown.

Thus this power plant at the capital's doorstep has emerged as a symbol of a conflict between environmental safeguards
wnd reliable electric power supply, a conflict that will be sharpened in years ahead by the issues of homeland security
and global warming. In this debate so far, every constituency has played its expected role - environmentalists have
raised legitimate concerns, and the two companies responsible for delivering electricity to the city have abided by
conventional profit incentives and industry standards. But business as usual doesn't assure that plants will be built
where they're needed for secure electricity. There is no natural constituency for preventing a disaster that hasn't
happened. Tomorrow's emergency supply may look like today's costly redundancy. And therein lies a problem that

extends beyond the plant along the Potomac.

U.S. power grid got little attention until the blackout of August 2003, which started when a few power lines in
Ohio sagged into trees and shorted, cascading into an outage across an eight-state area of the northeastern Umt(?d
States, affecting 50 million residents. The blackout exposed the grid's vulnerability to negligence, accidental failures

and terrorist attack.

y At et e he Avsafmantantlartiala 20N/ 2/10/AR 005121000072 pfhtmi 12/12/2005
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awerless
a Pepco's two high-voltage lines have become the lifelines of the District's downtown. A blackout could last as long

5 three days, according to Mirant, the time needed to bring the plant fully back on line. Pepco has proposed that it
uild, at a cost of $70 million, two more high-voltage transmission lines through Maryland to supply downtown
Vashington and that it create a new power link to the Blue Plains plant. The need for those new lines and other security

wres for the region's grid has been obvious since the 2001 terrorist attacks. The devastating impact of lasting
wuwer outages has been illuminated by the recent hurricanes along the Gulf Coast. But a new power hink for Blue
>lains wouldn't be ready until summer, at best, and additional lines for the District may be two years away.

feanwhile no one js making any proposals for securing and upgrading the national grid. The price tag for that would
e enormous, running into the billions of dollars. "The market isn't going to justify it," says Pepco Holdings Inc. vice

resident Witliam M. Gausman.
\s such dilemmas persist here and elsewhere in the country, some experts and industry executives are calling for
maller backup plans -- investments in emergency power supplies to keep strategic services like police, fire, hospitals

.ud water treatment running if a blackout strikes.

There is great benefit to have some kind of backup so that people can function normally, to meet the basic demands of
life in 2an extended outage,” says Gausman, Following the widespread power losses from Hurricane Isabel in 2003,

epco convened meetings here on the need for more backup power capabilities at critical facilities.
~ut the unresolved issues of who decides, and who pays, linger on and on. It never seems urgent to plan for an
emergency until the emergency is upon us.

tuthor's e-mail:

sehrp@washpost.com
o+ Behr, a former energy reporter for The Post, is researching a book on the nation’s electricity grid.

© 2005 The Washington Post Company
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New MD rules would require 6 coal-fired power plants to slash
emissions o

By Associated Press o e e e S

Maryland may require billions of dollars in improvements to coai-fired power
plants in metropoiitan Baltimore and the District of Columbia in what's ! Tools:
described as the most sweeping air polfution control measure ever enacted In
the state. Power plants would have to sharply reduce pollutants such as
nitrogen oxide—a major Bay pollutant—and sulfur dioxide by 2010, changes
that authorities said could slash some harmful power plant emissions by up to
85 percent.
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The proposed change, announced by Gov. Robert Ehrlich, comes after the

tegislature last year considered, but could not agree on, similar air pollution

efforts. Ehrlich’s version would not affect carbon dioxide emissions from the six

power plants, a feature of the bill he opposed !ast session. He said his version

soutd make huge strides in air quality without putting an undue burden on
wer suppliers.

= Native grass could help fuel
Bay cleanup

@ EPA issues rules to finish
the job' of cleaning U.S.
waters

@ Native plants help to save
time, money, Chesapeake
The price tag for the cleaner standards could run into the billions and will be watershed

paid by the power companies, said Tom Snyder, director of the state’s Alr and L oo einmiiinn
Radiation Management Administration.

One power company that wouid be affected, Baltimore-based Consteliation Energy Group Inc., warned that the
change could mean higher bills for consumers.

“Without the flexibility for cost-effectively meeting new targets, the price paid by Maryland energy consumers
could unnecessarily increase,” said a statement put out by Constellation. The company also said it favored
regional or national rule changes, not state-level changes.

The other company with power plants that would be affected, Atlanta-based Mirant Co., did not imr:nediately
respond to the proposal.

Jonas Jaccbson, deputy secretary of the Maryiand Department of the Environment, said the tougher rules aren't
an option If the state is to have a chance of meeting future federal air guatity standards.

“What we realized was that there was a gap in the benefits that we would get from the federal guidelines and
what we needed to meet attainment of clean air standards by 2016,” Jacobson said.

Environmental experts said they were happy to see changes made at all. “It's a major step,” said Donald
esch, director of the University of Maryland’s Center for Environmental Science. Of the tougher emissions
swandard, he said, “It's something we had to do in the long run and we had to accelerate it.”

-

Others weren’t so happy. The Chesapeake Climate Action Network, a nonprofit advocacy group, said the fack of '
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Governor Ehrlich Announces Bold Air Quality
Improvement Plan

BETHESDA — Marylanders will breathe cleaner air in coming years under a bold new air
quality plan unveiled today by Governor Robert L. Ehrlich Jr. Pollutants being emitted
from power plants will be cut extensively under the Maryland Clean Power Rule — the
most sweeping air pollution control measure enacted in Maryland history.

Speaking at Walt Whitman High School int Bethesda, surrounded by students of an
advanced placement environmental science course, Governor Enrlich outlined how his
initiative will cut Maryland power plant emissions up to 85 percent depending on the
pollutant, five years ahead of requirements set by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency’s (EPA) Clean Air Interstate Rule.

“The Maryland Clean Power Rule, combined with our historic Chesapeake Bay
Restoration Act, makes Maryland a national leader in air and water quality,” said
Govetnor Ehrlich. “Our plan dramatically improves year round controls on power plant
emissions and will take bold action to reduce harmful mercury levels. In addition to
cleaning the air we breathe, the rule will reduce nitrogen poliution entering the
Chesapeake Bay, 30 percent of which comes from the air. Simply put, my _
Administration’s air and water quality strategy is making Maryland a cleaner and safer
place to live.”

The Maryland Clean Power Rule:
o Tmposes emission rate limits on Maryland’s six largest coal-fired electric power
plants that contribute to ozone, particle, regional haze, and acid rain pollution;
« Reduces mercury emissions from Maryland’s six largest coal-fired electric power
plants;

www.governor.inaryland.gov



Md. to Restrict Coal-Burning Power Plants

Democrats Say Ehrlich’s Plan to Limit Emissions Is Modest but Welcome

By Marraew Mosx
and Frizasers Winriasson
Fashingien Post Spaff Wittars

Maryland Gov. Robert L. Ehrlich
Jr. yesterday announced tighter
rules aimed at reducing the amount
of pollution spewing from the
smokestacks of the state’s six largest
coalfired power plants.

The requircments, set to take ef-
fect next surmmer, could help Mary-
land meet most federal alr quality
standards well ahead of & 2010 dead-
tine. Ehrlich (R) said he believes the
rules also will aid in the recovery of
the Chesapezke Bay, which he has
made a goal of his administration,

“Today is a historic day in Mary-
land policy history,” Ehrlich told siu-
dents in an Advanced Placement En-
vironmental Science class ai Walt
Whitmun High School in Bethesda,
+here he unveiled his plan.

The governor told them that it
was “the most sweeping, most far-
reaching” initiative he could offer
without crippling two of the stale’s
Iargest power providers. “Policy-
makers try to achieve balance,” he
said. “T believe this is an aggressive
but doable plan.”

Several environmental leaders
and Democratic lawmiakers de-

. scribed the governor’s initiative as a
welcome, if raodest, step.

“Laok, it's better than not doing
znything, and opposing everything.
In that regard, Lappreciate it and wel-
come &t," said Sen. Paul G, Pinsky (D-
Prince George's), whose own fresh-
air Jegistation drew opposition from
the governor during the last General
Assembly session. “But this is an ex-
tremely modest measare, To say this
is problem solved, it just isn't.”

Pinsky and others said they would
renew their push for a bilt enforcing
more stringent rules, noting that
Ehrlich's proposal is a regulation —
more easily changed or relaxed than
astatefaw,

“What's to stop him from re-
versing himself and getting rid of
these rules as scon as people tumn
their backs? asked Montgomery

sstoratih

s g

BY SUSAN BIDELE — THE WASHINGTOR POST

" Gov. Robert L. Ehelich Ir., with Secretary of the Environment Kend! P. Philbrick

at Walt Whitman High School, described his plan as “aggressive but doable.”

County Executive Douglas M. Dun-
can, a Democrat nmning for gover-
por who has endorsed Pinsky’s ap-
proach. “That’s why we need alaw.”
The governct’s political support-
ers said the new clean-air initiative
will burnish Ehrlich’s environmental
credentials in time for his 2006 re-
election bid, especially when cou-
pled with the “flush tax” he imposed
two years ago to pay for improve-
mentsat treatment plants that dump
sewage into the Chesapeake Bay.
Under the clean-air plan, three
power plants in Montgomery Coun-
ty and Southern Maryland owned by
Mirant Corp. and three in Anne
Arundel and Baltimore counties
owned by Consteflation Energy

Group will have to reduce emissions -

of nitrogen oxides, sulfur dioxide
and mercury. The compandes no lon-
ger will be permitted to purchase
credits that enable them to bypass
those standards.

Ehrlich said the new regulations
come “with a serious price tag” for
the two companies, estimated in the
hundreds of millions of dollars, Con-
stellation released a statement yes

terday saying that could mean high-
er electric bills for Maryland
custorers. A spokesman for Atlanta-
based Mirant seid officials there
were studying the proposal.

In part, the proposal nudges the
ytilities in a direction they were be-
ing forced to go. During the Ciinton
administration; coalburning power
plants were classified as a source of
toxic mercury and told to reduce
mercury emissions by up to 80 per-
cent by 2008. This spring, the Bush
administration changed the stan-
dards, announcing rules that would
have the plants eut mercury emis-
sions by 70 percent by 2018. Ehr-
lick's proposal is aimed at meeting
standards for ozone and fine particle
redsctions set for 2010, goals estab-
lished by the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency last year for communi-
tieg that do not meet the nations
smog standards. The District and
surrounding counties and cities in
Maryland and Virginia were among
474 jurisdictions nationwide that
failed to meet those standards.

Fifteen states and Baltimore are
suing the FPA, pushing for stricter

controls on mercury. Virginia is not
a party to the lawsuit over mercury
rules. Rules on nitrogen oxide, sulfur
dioxide and mercury emissions for
Virginia “are a work in progress,”
said Frank O'Donnell, president of
Clean Air Watch, a Washington-
based watchdog group. _

ODonnell said Ehrlich’s proposal
“ignores the whole question of car-
bon diexide from power plants,
which is essentially protecting the
power industry from doing its share
to deal with global warming, and
alipns this plan completely with the
Bush Administration-on that point.”

Maryland Democrats suggasted
that Ehriich chose to enact his plan
through executive regufatons, rath-
er than do battle with the Democrat-
controlled legistature over new pol
Tution Hmits, :

Senate President Thomas V. Mike
Miller Jr. (D-Calvert) said lawmak-
ers retain the authority to review the
governor's plan or render it frrele-
vant by passing their ewn proposal.

“Can we make something good
out of this? Absclutely,” Miller said.
“We ran widen it, we can enhance it,
we can put it into statute.”

Miller said Ehrlich also may have
inadvertently breathed new life into
legislation that would seek 2 59 per-
cent mercury reduction far earlier
than 2018, the deadline in Ehrlich's
plan, as well as significant carbon di-
oxide emission restrictions, which
go unaddressed in the plan.

But Sen. Sandra B. Schrader (B-
Howard) said she does not believe
that legislation will be needed.

“Hy coming out and stepping for-
ward now, he has preempted their
argument,” she said.
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acts About...
Maryland Clean Power Rule

Department of the Environment

Why does Maryland need the Clean Power Rule?

Maryland's Clean Power Rule is the most sweeping air pollution control measure ever constdered in Maryland.
The rule will protect public health and assure Maryland will attain the new, more stringent ozone and fine particle
federal air quality standards. It also protects the Chesapeake Bay by reducing nitrogen and mercury poliution
from the air. Additionally, the rule helps to improve visibility throughout scenic areas in Mdryland and other
states. '

Which sources are affected by the rule?

The rule impacts the six largest coal-burning power plants in Maryland, which account for approximately 95
percent of the state’s power piant emissions. Facilities covered include: Constellation Energy Group’s Brandon
Shores, Crane, and Wagner plants; and Mirant Corporation’s Chalk Point, Morgantown and Dickerson plants.

Which pollutants are covered by this rule and how much pollution will be reduced? .

This rule requires year-round emisston controls that will significantly reduce nitrogen oxides (NOx), sulfur
dioxide (SO,) and mercury from power plants located in Maryland. NOx emissions in Maryland will be reduced
by 45,000 tons per year (69%). SO, emissions will be reduced by 205,000 tons per year (83%). Mercury
emissions will be reduced by 1,400 pounds per year (70%) by 2010. A second phase of controls wilt reduce
mercury by 90% by 2018,

How does the Maryland Clean Power Rule compare to the federal Clean Air Rule?

The Maryland Clean Power Rule will provide larger reductions in NOx, SO, and mercury in a faster timeframe
han the federal Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR) and Clean Air Mercury Rule (CAMR). The Maryland Clean
Power Rule also prohibits Maryland power plants from acquiring out-of-state emissions allowances (rading
credits) in lieu of adding poltution controls locally.

Does the rule bring us to attainment of the federal air quality standards?

The Maryland Clean Power Rule is the corneystone of Maryland’s plan to meet the new federal ozone and fine
particle standards. Local emission reductions from the Clean Power Rule will provide more than 90 percent of the
reductions needed in Maryland to comply with the 2010 ozone and fine particle standards.

How does this rule compare to similar regional efforts?

This rule builds on Maryland's existing efforts with the Ozone Transport Commission (OTC). The OTC’s Multi-
Pollutant Workgroup, chaired by Maryland, has been working over the past several years 1o develop a regional
power plant control program that is more aggressive than the federal approach because EPA’s analysis of CAIR
shows that Maryland, as well as several other states, will not comply with the new ozone standard with CAIR
alone.

How does the Clean Power Rule benefit the Chesapeake Bay?

More than one-third of the poliution entering the Chesapeake Bay comes from the air. Pollutants released into the
air (primarily from power plants and vehicle emissions) eventually make their way back down 1o the earth’s
surface and are dispersed onto the land and transported into waterways. The emission controls on power plants
will reduce nitrogen entering the Bay by up to 900,000 pounds each year and will reduce mercury sigaificantly.
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Coal-fired Power Plants
Covered by the Clean Power Rule
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